Indeed, without a sound understanding of these aspects of linguistic reality, linguistic professionals in pursuing their. aims and conducting their practices face frustration' and, ultimately, failure. I will illustrate this point with reference to two episodes from the history of second language teaching; the history of other language professions, however, will bear out the point too.
2.1
Bungling things behaviouristically
The first of my specimen episodes concerns the fate of methods oi second language teaching aimed at fUrthering/facilitating memorization and habit formation. The teaching practices adopted in pursuit of these aims includ~d drills, feedback and reinforcement. The failure of these methods of second language teaching including the so-called audiolingual method and programmed instruction has of course been extensively docurnen ted. 1
The pertinent question is: Why did these methods of secondla-nguage teaching fail? The more or less generally accepted answer says, in effect, that they failed because they were based on false assumptions about linguistic reality. At a less deep level, there are various false assumptions about the nature of language acquisition. Three of these, a~ formulated by Rivers (1964) , read as follows:
'Foreign-language learning is basically a mechanical process of habit formation.' At a still deeper level, the conception of language (CL) reflects a failure to draw a fundamental distin6tion:
(FD) Language is distinct from language behaviour (or speech).
I have given elsewhere a detailed account of the flaws of the behaviourist conception of language. 2 -Reduced to the essence, these flaws include the failure of this conception of language to account for (a) the creativity bf language use, (bl the freedom of language use from stimulus control, and (c) the fact that children acquire their native language on the basis of a stimulus that is both degenerate and impoverished.
To get back to the main point: the history of the audiolingual method and programmed instruction clearly shows the inevitable fate of methods of language teaching that are based on insufficient understanding 6f fundamental aspe~ts of linguistic reality. And it is important to realize that there is no method of language teaching which fs not based on assumptions about the nature and properties of language, about language acquisition, and about other components of linguistic reality.
Confusing cognitive capacities
But let us move on to an example of a second kind making it clear that language teachers have to understand the anatomy of linguistic reality in some depth. This example involves puzzling differences in performance between child and adult learners of the same second language. Felix (1985 Felix ( , 1986 , Zobl (1989) and White (1989) is based on the assumption that at least two cognitive faculties are involved in second language acquisition, known as 'the LS-system' and 'the PS-system'. The LS-system also called the 'language faculty' or 'unlversal grammar,4 represents man's innate cognitive capacity for acquiring language.
It is a domain-specific system, neurally hard-wired for the acquisition of language and language alone. The PSsystem system,5 also called a 'central processor' or 'central represents a cognitive faculty used by humans for problem-solving in general. As such, the PS-system is not domain-specific and not neurally hard-wired for performing a single specific task only.
The LS-system, it is claimed, functions optimally until the onset of puberty. It constitutes the basic cognitive mechanism used by children for both first and second language acquisition.
The properties of this system enable children to acquire such abstract formal operations as syntactic rules relatively effortlessly. This is why the utterances they produce, though semantically on the whole relatively simple, exhibit clear syntactic structuring.
The PS-system, by contrast, starts to function fully after the language, yet these factors have 'little or no effect on the way in which people acquire their first language during childhood.
The factors alluded to in (PA) include motivation, affective and attitudinal conditions, social status, educational background, cultural values and so on.
As argued by Felix (1985 Felix ( , 1986 In the remaining part of my paper, I would like to outline one of these ways. This way, in essence, calls for linguists to furnish language professionals with a revealing chart of linguistic reality, a chart that insightfully maps the aspects of linguistic reality listed above as (ARl )-(AR4).
Obviously, within the restricted scope of this paper, I cannot present a detailed chart of linguistic reality. At most, I can sketch the outlines of such a chart and illustrate how these outlines can be filled in with at least some details. 
·(B6 )
The components of linguistic reality are gover.ned by various kinds of 'laws'.
(B7) The make-up and properties of some of the components of linguistic reality are affected by .agents who deliberately intervene from outside.
As is clear from Mario Bunge's (1977 Bunge's ( , 1979 representing reality mentally (F 5 ) structuring perceptions of reality (F 6 ) controlling reality (superna tura lly) There is particular point that has to be stressed: to say that linguists should refrain from offering language profes- In contrast, naturalistic language environments seem to be more conducive to strengthening operations of the LS-system than are formal classroom settings. In fact, it is commonly recognized that when a student exposed to formal teaching for a number of years is placed irito a naturalistic language situation for a certain period of time (e.g. spending his vacation in the L2 country) he will, in most cases, significantly improve his command of the language. One might surmise that this is the case because, in such a situation, the LS-system will be given a fair chance to operate, while this is generally not the case under classroom condi-. , ~lons.
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